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PREFACE

The Higher Education Quality Committee (HEQC) of  the Council on Higher Education 
(CHE) is mandated by the Higher Education Act of  1997 to operate a quality assurance 
system that focuses on the accreditation of  higher education programmes and on the audit of  
the quality management systems of  higher education institutions (HEIs). Also included in the 
mandate of  the HEQC are quality promotion and building the capacity of  the higher education 
system, institutions and individuals to respond to the HEQC’s quality requirements.

As part of  fulfilling its mandate, the HEQC actively promotes discussion and debate about 
quality issues – especially in relation to the core functions of  HEIs: teaching, research and 
community engagement – and these activities are located within the directorate of  Quality 
Promotion and Capacity Development. The directorate takes responsibility for conceptualising 
and managing a number of  activities and research projects with the participation of  HEIs, 
research specialists and organisations involved in and concerned with higher education.

This Good Practice Guide on service-learning is one of  several publications that the HEQC, 
in collaboration with JET Education Services (formerly Joint Education Trust), is devoting to 
community engagement in South African higher education. The other publications include: 
Service-Learning in the Curriculum: A Resource for Higher Education Institutions; Service-Learning in the 
Disciplines: Lessons from the Field; and Perspectives on Community Engagement in Higher Education.

The HEQC included community engagement in its work not only because community 
engagement is a core function of  higher education but also because of  the potential of  
community engagement to advance social development and social transformation agendas 
in higher education. HEIs vary widely in the way they locate and give effect to community 
engagement in their missions, and various approaches to and organisation of  community 
engagement have emerged in South Africa. This publication focuses on one aspect of  
community engagement: service-learning. The publication benefits from the contributions 
of  local and international specialists in terms of  their different experiences of  the practice of  
and approaches to service-learning in higher education.

The HEQC hopes that this publication will encourage debate and reflection among HEIs, 
and facilitate dialogue between HEIs and their stakeholders about the conceptualisation, role 
and organisation of  community engagement within higher education in South Africa.

Dr Mala Singh
Executive Director
Higher Education Quality Committee
June 2006
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FOREWORD

Since the release in 1997 of  the White Paper on higher education, South African HEIs 
have explored new models for community engagement that improve their capacity to fulfil 
their institutional missions and create opportunities to contribute to the transformation of  
South African society. Implementing and institutionalising service-learning are among the 
most important activities that HEIs undertake to improve community engagement. When 
understood and applied correctly, community engagement and service-learning constitute 
serious academic work that enhances the most fundamental educational purposes: building 
knowledge. Assessing this work should be approached with the same seriousness.

This Good Practice Guide is a critical resource for developing the capacity of  South African HEIs 
to manage the quality of  service-learning at an institutional, faculty, programme and module 
level. The Good Practice Guide builds upon previous models and procedures for assessing 
service-learning and provides a set of  tools that constitute a sound strategy for systematically 
monitoring accomplishments and improving practice at various levels. When the assessment 
of  the quality of  community engagement and service-learning is approached seriously, it 
will broaden conversations on campus and promote accountability for academic and societal 
outcomes. In South Africa, as elsewhere in the world, this is pioneering work that will evolve 
and develop over time. Thus, practitioners must assume responsibility for informing others – 
in South Africa and across the world – how to improve these approaches so that we, together, 
can build a knowledge base that becomes the scholarship of  transformation.

Prof. Robert G. Bringle
Director, Center for Service and Learning
Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis, USA

Bob Bringle is one of  the leading scholars on community engagement and service-learning 
and has written extensively in the field. One of  his primary research interests is the assessment 
of  community engagement and service-learning.
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INTRODUCTION: 
THE HEQC’S QUALITY ASSURANCE SYSTEM

In most countries the last five decades have witnessed fundamental changes in the relationships 
between HEIs, society and government. This has forced HEIs to redefine themselves in 
relation to broader societal expectations. A fundamental aspect of  this redefinition has been 
the identification of  different areas in relation to which HEIs are accountable to governments 
and societies. 

In the case of  South Africa, the changes in the relationship between HEIs and society 
were brought to the fore in the context of  the democratic transition of  the 1990s, and the 
concomitant identification by policy makers of  various elements that would contribute to 
the reconstruction and development of  a society weakened by racial discrimination, political 
oppression and social inequality. Thus, the most general aim of  change in post-apartheid 
South Africa – the development of  a just and democratic society, where the majority of  
the population can share in the wealth of  the country and realise individual and collective 
potential – had to be translated into new missions, strategies and directions in discharging the 
core functions of  HEIs. 

This process of  translation has been expressed in a host of  legislation and policy initiatives, 
which have identified a number of  goals broadly clustered under the concept of  transformation. 
The purpose of  the process of  transforming higher education is the development of  a higher 
education system that will:

• Promote equity of  access and fair chances of  success to all who are seeking to 
realise their potential through higher education, while eradicating all forms of  
unfair discrimination and advancing redress for past inequalities;

• Meet, through well-planned and co-ordinated teaching, learning and research 
programmes, national development needs, including the high-skilled employment 
needs presented by a growing economy operating in a global environment;

• Support a democratic ethos and a culture of  human rights by educational 
programmes and practices conducive to critical discourse and creative thinking, 
cultural tolerance, and a common commitment to a humane, non-racist and non-
sexist social order; and

• Contribute to the advancement of  all forms of  knowledge and scholarship, and 
in particular address the diverse problems and demands of  the local, national, 
southern African and African contexts, and uphold rigorous standards of  
academic quality. (White Paper, 1997: 11, 1.14)
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The implementation of  these goals is underpinned by three steering mechanisms – planning, 
funding and quality assurance – around which the national government has developed a 
broad range of  policies and structures. Quality in the national policy for higher education 
is simultaneously seen as an objective of, and a medium for, the transformation of  
higher education. As a medium, quality is expressed through a complex set of  principles, 
methodologies and tools crystallised in a quality assurance system whose main responsibility 
is to reassure individuals, civil society and the government that higher education providers 
openly, actively and systematically check, monitor, and improve the quality of  their academic 
provision through a variety of  means. 

Since its launch in 2001, the HEQC has been working on implementing a national system of  
quality assurance based on a multifaceted approach. This approach is premised on the view 
that facilitating the achievement of  improved quality in the provision of  higher education is 
a powerful way of  giving effect to the transformation objectives that inform the vision of  
education in a democratic South Africa: equitable access with success, and enhanced social 
responsiveness by HEIs. 

A key premise of  the quality assurance system proposed by the HEQC is that quality of  
provision is HEIs’ main responsibility. At the same time, the HEQC takes into account the 
influence that each institution’s historical trajectory, missions and aspirations have had on 
the state of  the South African higher education system, its current capacities and future 
possibilities. 

These considerations have led the HEQC to design a system of  quality assurance in which 
programme accreditation (including national reviews), institutional audits, and quality 
promotion and capacity development, support and interact with one another as parts of  a 
reasonably integrated system, whose objective is to sustain the improvement of  the actual 
quality of  provision.

The accreditation function of  the HEQC focuses on evaluating the institutions’ capacity 
and preparedness to offer good quality new academic programmes at all undergraduate 
and postgraduate levels from the point of  view of  their adherence to a series of  minimum 
standards. National reviews focus, within an accreditation methodology, on assessing the 
academic provision of  selected subjects or programmes at a national level from the point of  
view of, among other things, their academic governance, teaching and learning practices and 
the structure of  the learning programme, against minimum standards agreed upon by peers 
and experts. 

The focus of  the HEQC audit function is quality management: the effectiveness of  
institutions’ internal systems in facilitating continuous and systematic quality development 
and improvement in higher education and enhancing institutional capacity to plan, act and 
report on quality-related objectives and achievements (HEQC, 2004d: 5).

Finally, quality promotion and capacity development focus on building and strengthening 
institutional and systemic knowledge, skills and practices in quality assurance. This is to 
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enable HEIs to benefit from the implementation of  a national quality assurance system 
by developing their own internal quality assurance mechanisms. The addition of  a capacity 
development function to the national quality assurance agency in South Africa stems from 
the HEQC’s recognition of  the consequences that a history of  discrimination and planned 
underdevelopment have had for some HEIs.

The production of  good practice guides and manuals is part of  the quality promotion 
and development focus of  the HEQC. These guides are tools to help institutions develop 
their own internal quality assurance mechanisms. In undertaking this activity, as much as in 
undertaking the rollout of  a national system of  quality assurance, the HEQC is fully aware 
that quality assurance systems may be a necessary condition for achieving quality provision but 
that they are not a sufficient condition for producing quality teaching and learning, research 
and community engagement. The production of  excellent graduates, cutting edge research 
and innovative community engagement programmes depends not only on the availability of  
efficient quality assurance mechanisms but also on the sustained nourishing of  a community 
of  students and scholars.
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THE SERVICE-LEARNING PRIORITIES OF THE HEQC

THE HEQC’S QUALITY ASSURANCE SYSTEM

The HEQC’s service-learning priorities are evident in the following quotations from its Criteria 
for Institutional Audits (2004a) and Criteria for Programme Accreditation (2004b).

FROM: CRITERIA FOR INSTITUTIONAL AUDITS

Criterion 7
(iv) In the case of  institutions with service learning2 as part of  their mission:
• Service learning programmes which are integrated into institutional and academic 

planning, as part of  the institution’s mission and strategic goals;
• Adequate resources and enabling mechanisms (including incentives) to support 

the implementation of  service learning, including staff  and student capacity 
development; and

• Review and monitoring arrangements to gauge the impact and outcomes of  
service learning programmes on the institution, as well as on other participating 
constituencies. (HEQC, 2004a: 11)

Criterion 18
Quality-related arrangements for community engagement are formalised and integrated 
with those for teaching and learning, where appropriate, and are adequately resourced 
and monitored.

In order to meet this criterion, the following are examples of  what would be expected:

(i) Policies and procedures for the quality management of  community engagement.
(ii) Integration of  policies and procedures for community engagement with those for 

teaching and learning and research, where appropriate.
(iii) Adequate resources allocated to facilitate quality delivery in community 

engagement.
(iv) Regular review of  the effectiveness of  quality-related arrangements for 

community  engagement. (HEQC, 2004a: 19)

 
 
2  ‘Service-learning’ appears without the hyphen in the HEQC documents.
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FROM: CRITERIA FOR PROGRAMME ACCREDITATION

3.1.1 Programme design

Criterion 1:  The programme is consonant with the institution’s mission, forms part of  
institutional planning and resource allocation, meets national requirements, the needs of  
students and other stakeholders, and is intellectually credible. It is designed coherently 
and articulates well with other relevant programmes, where possible. 

In order to meet the criterion, the following is required at minimum: [...]

(x) In the case of  institutions with service learning as part of  their mission:
• Service learning programmes are integrated into institutional and academic 

planning, as part of  the institution’s mission and strategic goals.
• Enabling mechanisms (which may include incentives) are in place to support 

the implementation of  service learning, including staff  and student capacity 
development. (HEQC, 2004b: 7-8)
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GOOD PRACTICE GUIDE FOR MANAGING THE 
QUALITY OF SERVICE-LEARNING 

PURPOSE OF THE GUIDE AND INTENDED TARGET AUDIENCE

This Guide presents a framework for managing the quality of  service-learning at South African 
HEIs. The Guide has been developed as a resource for HEIs, to guide the development and 
implementation of  service-learning activities and to be employed as an internal system for 
managing the quality of  service-learning. The focus is on the policies, structures and data that 
would facilitate the development, implementation, monitoring and review of  the quality of  
higher education service-learning programmes in a manner that will advance the institution’s 
mission and goals, and addresses individual and societal transformation challenges.

The Guide is structured to be of  relevance to administrators, quality managers, and academic 
planners; as well as to deans and heads of  faculties, schools and departments; and to programme 
and module coordinators and academics generally.  It is important to note that the Guide is 
not a prescriptive checklist or an expansion of  the HEQC’s criteria, but should be adapted 
and applied in a way that is sensitive to institutional context and mission. This is in alignment 
with the key principle, adopted by the HEQC, that HEIs are responsible for quality and for 
its management and improvement. The intention is that this Guide will help institutions 
to achieve standards for service-learning management on the institutional, faculty/ school, 
programme/ qualification and module/ course levels, so that institutions can map a trajectory 
of  innovation, enhancement, improvement and transformation.

USING THE GUIDE 

How the Guide is used depends on the level of  service-learning development within the 
institution:

• Institutions that have already established service-learning as a core function and already 
have a system for managing the quality of  service-learning can use the Guide to validate 
the effectiveness of  their system.

• Institutions that do not have in place an established service-learning function or a 
system for managing the quality of  service-learning, can use the Guide as a resource 
providing invaluable guidelines for establishing and implementing such a system.
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The Guide provides a framework and mechanisms for managing the quality of  service-learning at 
the various levels. It attempts to be comprehensive regarding service-learning as practised at the 
various HEIs in South Africa. However, because of  the ever-changing face of  higher education and 
the varied nature of  systems for managing quality, the Guide cannot be seen as exhaustive. It should 
also be interpreted as flexible and sensitive, with due regard for the institutional mission and the 
context in which a particular institution operates. The ‘recommended indicators and arrangements 
for managing quality’ and the ‘reflective questions’ are not prescriptive, and should rather be used 
as conceptual resources and heuristic tools to assist in the identification and prioritisation of  key 
quality concerns that may arise from the institutions’ own, unique contexts.

IMPLEMENTING THE GUIDE

This Guide is to be read in conjunction with the self-evaluation instruments (institutional, faculty/ 
school, programme/ qualification and module/ course levels), which consist of  indicators and 
evaluative questions to enable an institution to validate its service-learning function and activities. It 
is this information that will serve as evidence of  an institution’s claims in response to the HEQC 
audit criteria relating to managing quality of  community engagement in general, and service-learning 
in particular.

Again, however, it should be noted that this is a guide to good practice of  service-learning and does 
NOT form part of  the official HEQC audit process. Nevertheless, the Guide could be included 
in the audit framework for institutions that wish to do so. In such cases the Good Practice Guide 
and Self-Evaluation Instruments should be used in such a way that they promote an approach to 
improving quality in higher education that is based on reflection, analysis and scholarship.

SCOPE

This Guide focuses on the service-learning component in two main areas:  

• The links between the mission of  the institution and planning, resource allocation and 
management of  quality management;

• The core functions of  the institution: teaching and learning, research, and community 
engagement.

While addressing the same broad concerns and following the same logic as the HEQC’s broad 
audit criteria, this Guide should not be seen as an extension of  those audit criteria (which 
are developmental), or of  the HEQC’s programme criteria (which set minimum standards). 
Rather, without intending to be prescriptive the Guide puts forward a much more detailed set 
of  guidelines for good practice in service-learning.

Thus, the Guide addresses institutional policies, systems, strategies, processes and activities 
for managing the quality of  the core function of  service-learning, including relevant academic 
support services. The Guide considers arrangements for: quality assurance; quality support; 
quality development and enhancement; and quality monitoring.  In summary, the Guide looks 
at:
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• The development and operation of  institutional policies for managing quality and 
systems for service-learning;

• The extent of  the institutional knowledge about policies for managing quality and 
systems for service-learning;

• The effective use of  the systems in promoting, developing and improving quality; and
• Evidence (indicators of  success and evidence of  effectiveness) to be provided by the 

institution for claims made about service-learning activities.

EVALUATIVE STAGES AND INSTITUTIONAL LEVELS FOR MANAGING THE 
QUALITY OF SERVICE-LEARNING
 
Managing quality in the core functions of  higher education institutions involves four evaluative 
stages, namely (1) input, (2) process, (3) output and impact, and (4) review. Therefore, these 
evaluative stages should form the basis of  the framework for managing the quality of  service-
learning:

• INPUT with regard to the development of  service-learning (i.e. mission statement and 
values; policies and regulations; structures; resources; and strategic and action plans);

• PROCESS-related arrangements for the implementation of  service-learning (i.e. 
management strategies, implementation support, capacity building, and partnership 
development);

• Monitoring and evaluation to gauge the OUTPUT and IMPACT of  service-learning; 
and

• REVIEW of  service-learning modules/ courses.

In line with the HEQC expectations and procedures, self-evaluation should form the primary 
mechanism for managing the quality of  service-learning in the different functional units. 
Such self-evaluation should be complemented and validated by external peer evaluation. If  
necessary, this process must be followed by an improvement and development plan with 
actions to address the gaps or weaknesses identified during the evaluation process.

In terms of  managing quality, four levels on which service-learning functions within HEIs 
have been identified:

• The institutional level;
• The faculty/ school level;
• The programme/ qualification level; and
• The module/ course level.

The self-evaluation instruments for managing the quality of  service-learning, presented in this 
Guide, have been developed in order to make provision for good practice indicators at each 
of  these levels. Differences in terms of  usage of  the concepts ‘faculty/ school‘, ‘programme/ 
qualification‘ and ‘module/ course‘ by the various HEIs are provided for throughout the 
Guide.
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT AND SERVICE-LEARNING

The White Paper on Higher Education (1997) laid the foundations for making community 
engagement an integral and core part of  higher education in South Africa. As already noted, 
the White Paper makes specific reference to the role of  community engagement within the 
overarching task of  transforming the higher education system. The White Paper urges HEIs 
to make their expertise and infrastructure available for community service programmes – 
in the interests of  demonstrating social responsibility and a commitment to the common 
good. As we have seen, the following is also included as being one of  the goals of  higher 
education: 

To promote and develop social responsibility and awareness amongst students of  the role 
of  higher education in social and economic development through community service 
programmes. (1997: 10)

The White Paper shows receptiveness to the growing interest in community service 
programmes for students, and provides in-principle support to “feasibility studies and pilot 
programmes which explore the potential of  community service in higher education” (1997: 
18).

The HEQC Founding Document (2001) has identified academically based community service 
– along with teaching and learning, and research – as one of  the three areas for the quality 
assurance of  higher education. The HEQC’s priorities with regard to service-learning are 
evident in both its Criteria for Institutional Audits (2004a) and Criteria for Programme Accreditation 
(2004b).3 

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

Since the release of  the White Paper (1997), the debate on community engagement in South 
African higher education has sharpened its focus, defining community engagement not as one 
of  the three silos of  higher education along with teaching and research, but as an integral part 
of  teaching and research – as a mechanism to infuse and enrich teaching and research with a 
deeper sense of  context, locality and application. Along with this change in perception, the 
terminology used for community service has shifted from ‘community service’ to ‘academically 
based community service’, to ‘community engagement’ and to ‘scholarship of  engagement’.

Note:  This section of  the Guide was contributed by JET Education Services and does 
not necessarily reflect the policies, views or practices of  the HEQC.

3  Refer to the earlier section of this Guide: THE SERVICE-LEARNING PRIORITIES OF THE HEQC.
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In his renowned book, Scholarship Reconsidered, Ernest Boyer (1990) proposes four necessary 
and interrelated forms of  scholarship that, together, amount to what is increasingly referred to 
as “scholarship of  engagement” (Boyer, 1996). The first and most familiar element in Boyer’s 
model is termed “scholarship of  discovery”. It closely resembles the notion of  research and 
contributes to the total stock of  human knowledge.

The second element is referred to as “scholarship of  integration” and underscores the need 
for scholars to give meaning to their discovery by putting it in perspective and interpreting 
it in relation to other discoveries and forms of  knowledge. This means making connections 
across disciplines and interpreting data in a larger intellectual and social context.

The third element is labelled “scholarship of  application”. It makes us aware of  the fact that 
knowledge is not produced in a linear fashion. The arrow of  causality can, and frequently 
does, point in both directions; that is, theory leads to practice and practice leads to theory. 
Community engagement, viewed and practised as a scholarly activity, provides the context for 
a dialogue between theory and practice through reflection.

The final element in Boyer’s model is referred to as “scholarship of  teaching”. Within the 
framework of  a scholarship of  engagement, the traditional roles of  teacher and learner 
become somewhat blurred. What emerges is a learning community including community 
members, students, academic staff  and service providers.

In the Glossary of  the HEQC’s Framework for Institutional Audits (June 2004d: 15) ‘community 
engagement’ is defined as follows:

Initiatives and processes through which the expertise of  the higher education institution in 
the areas of  teaching and research are applied to address issues relevant to its community. 
Community engagement typically finds expression in a variety of  forms, ranging from 
informal and relatively unstructured activities to formal and structured academic 
programmes addressed at particular community needs (service-learning programmes).

Consequently, it can be argued that community engagement, as a scholarly activity, is of  critical 
importance both in shaping our students and future citizens and in producing knowledge 
that is the most relevant and useful to the South African context. Community engagement 
can take on many different forms and shapes within the context of  higher education, as is 
illustrated in figure 1. These forms include distance education, community-based research, 
participatory action research, professional community service and service-learning. In its 
fullest sense, community engagement is the combination and integration of  service with 
teaching and learning (e.g. service-learning), professional community service by academic 
staff  and participatory action research applied simultaneously to identified community 
development priorities.
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Figure 1: Types of Community Engagement

Ideally, the circles indicating Teaching and Research should overlap. In this way an overlapping 
nexus between Teaching/ Learning, Service and Research will be formed; this nexus will then 
be indicative of  the field where there is full integration of  the three core functions of  higher 
education.

Although the main focus of  this Guide is on service-learning, many of  the recommendations 
and guidelines, particularly at the institutional and faculty levels, are applicable to other types 
of  community engagement. For example, it is recommended that HEIs have an institution-
wide policy on community engagement. It is anticipated, however, that these policies would 
be inclusive of, but not necessarily exclusive to, service-learning. For this reason, a wider look 
at all types of  community engagement in the context of  higher education is valid, in order to 
gain a better understanding of  service-learning.

A TYPOLOGY OF STUDENT COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

Numerous terms and definitions are used to describe various forms of  student community 
service (or engagement) in higher education. These forms may be placed on a continuum 
between two important distinctions, namely: 

• the primary beneficiaries of  the service (i.e. community or student); and 
• the primary goal of  the service (i.e. community service or student learning).
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Figure 2 (below) identifies the various forms of  student community engagement and places 
them on a continuum as explained.

Figure 2: Distinctions among Student Community Engagement Programmes

It must be emphasised, however, that the above categories of  community engagement are not 
necessarily discrete or mutually exclusive. For example, the boundaries between ‘volunteerism’ 
and ‘community outreach’; ‘internships’ and ‘co-operative education’; ‘community outreach’ and 
‘service-learning’; and finally ‘co-operative education’ and ‘service-learning’ are often blurred, 
and programmes may shift one way or the other on this continuum. A characteristic common 
to all of  the above forms of  community engagement is that they all embrace a measure of  
experiential learning.

 
Volunteerism is an engagement of  students in activities where the primary beneficiary is 
the recipient community and the primary goal is to provide a service. Volunteer programmes are 
essentially altruistic by nature. Although students may learn from these programmes, they are 
generally not related to, or integrated into, the student’s field of  study. Volunteer programmes 
are thus essentially extra-curricular activities, taking place during holidays and outside tuition 
time. Students generally do not receive academic credit for participation in such programmes 
and they are generally funded by external donors and through student fundraising. Programmes 
are generally relatively small in scale and have a loose relationship with the HEI. In a context 
where the need is great, such programmes have a marginal role, in terms of  both service and 
human resource development.

Community outreach is also an engagement of  students in activities where the primary 
beneficiary is the recipient community and the primary goal is to provide a service. However, these 
programmes involve more structure and commitment from students and result to a larger extent 
than in the previous category in student learning. These programmes are generally initiated 
from within the HEI by a department or a faculty, or as an institution-wide initiative. In some 
cases recognition is given, either in the form of  academic credit or in the form of  research 
publications. As the service activities become more integrated with the academic coursework 
of  the students, and as the student begins to engage in formal intellectual discourse about 
service issues, the programme moves closer to the centre of  the continuum to become more 
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like service-learning. One of  the main features distinguishing academically-based community 
outreach programmes from service-learning is that the former tends to be a distinct activity and 
initiative of  the HEIs, whereas the latter is fully integrated into the curriculum. In other words, 
service-learning is not seen as an ‘outreach’ activity; it is seen as an integral and inseparable part 
of  the higher education curriculum. 

On the other extreme of  the continuum (figure 2), internships engage students in activities 
where the primary beneficiary is the student and the primary goal is student learning. Internships 
are intended to provide students with hands-on practical experience that will enhance their 
understanding of  their area of  study, achieve their learning outcomes and provide them with 
vocational experience. Generally, internships are fully integrated with the student’s curriculum. 
Internships (also referred to as ‘clinical practice’ in some instances) are used extensively in many 
professional programmes such as Social Work, Medicine, Education, and Psychology.

Likewise, the primary beneficiary of  co-operative education programmes is the student and the 
primary goal is student learning. Co-operative education provides students with co-curricular 
opportunities that are related to, but not always fully integrated with, the curriculum. The primary 
purpose of  co-operative education is to enhance the students’ understanding of  their area of  
study. Co-operative education is used extensively in universities of  technology throughout 
South Africa. It should be stressed that the primary differences between co-operative education 
and service-learning lie not necessarily in differing methodologies but in the nature of  student 
placements and the desired outcomes. Co-operative student placements are essentially within 
industry whereas service-learning placements are within service agencies or directly in the community. 
Whereas the desired outcome of  co-operative education is essentially student learning, service-
learning includes the additional goal of  providing a service to the community. Nevertheless, in 
terms of  student learning outcomes, both co-operative education and service-learning share the 
goal of  enriching the students’ understanding of  the course content and discipline. 

Service-learning modules or courses engage students in activities where both the community and 
student are primary beneficiaries and where the primary goals are to provide a service to the 
community and, equally, to enhance student learning through rendering this service. Reciprocity 
is therefore a central characteristic of  service-learning. The primary focus of  programmes in 
this category is on integrating community service with scholarly activity such as student learning, 
teaching, and research. This form of  community engagement is underpinned by the assumption 
that service is enriched through scholarly activity and that scholarly activity, particularly student 
learning, is enriched through service to the community. Unlike the other categories of  community 
engagement described above, service-learning is entrenched in a discourse that proposes the 
development and transformation of  higher education in relation to community needs. Terms 
often used for this form of  community engagement are ‘service-learning’, ‘academic service-
learning’, ‘academic community service’, and ‘community-based learning’.



SERVICE-LEARNING

While the above types of  experiential learning include aspects of  community engagement, 
some (i.e. volunteerism; community outreach) emphasise community service while others (i.e. 
internships; co-operative education) emphasise student learning. Service-learning represents a 
balanced approach to, and an integration of, community service and student learning.

There are numerous definitions of  service-learning in the literature. One of  the most commonly 
cited (Bringle and Hatcher, 2004: 127) defines the activity of  service-learning as:

a course-based, credit-bearing educational experience in which students:

• Participate in an organised service activity that meets identified community goals.
• Reflect on the service activity in such a way as to gain further understanding of  

course content, a broader appreciation of  the discipline, and an enhanced sense of  
civic responsibility.

In the Glossary of  the HEQC’s Criteria for Institutional Audits (HEQC, 2004a: 26) ‘service learning’ 
is defined as: 

applied learning which is directed at specific community needs and is integrated into an 
academic programme and curriculum. It could be credit-bearing and assessed, and may 
or may not take place in a work environment.

Within the service-learning context, ‘communities’ refers to those specific, local, collective interest 
groups that participate in the service-learning activities of  the institution. Such communities are 
regarded as partners (i.e. no longer as ‘recipients’), who have a full say in the identification of  
service needs and development challenges. Such communities also: participate in defining the 
service-learning and development outcomes; identify the relevant assets that they have in place; 
evaluate the impact; and contribute substantially to the mutual search for sustainable solutions 
to challenges. In the South African context the members of  such ‘communities’ will generally 
be disadvantaged, materially poor inhabitants of  under-serviced urban, peri-urban or rural 
areas. In many instances these communities may be accessed most efficiently through service 
sector organisations such as government or state departments, as well as non-governmental, 
community-based or faith-based organisations.

The field of  experiential education is the pedagogical foundation of  service-learning.  To ensure 
that service promotes substantive learning, service-learning connects students’ experience 
to reflection and analysis in the curriculum (Duley, 1981).  Service-learning points to the 
importance of  contact with complex, contemporary social problems and efforts to solve 
them as an important element of  a complete education. It invokes the theories of  Bandura 
(1977), Coleman (1977), Dewey (1963), Freire (1970, 1973), Kolb (1984), Argyris and Schön 
(1978), Resnick (1987), Schön (1983, 1987) and others to explain its pedagogical foundations 
and practice. As Dewey states, this process at least results in a ‘reconstruction’ of  experience 
(as in the formulation of  the Newtonian laws of  motion, or in Einstein’s reformulation), a 
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recodifying of  habits (as in overcoming racial bias), and an ongoing questioning of  old ideas 
(a habit of  learning experientially). Thus experiential learning so pursued transforms students, 
helps them revise and enlarge knowledge, and alters their practice. It affects the aesthetic 
and ethical commitments of  individuals and alters their perceptions and their interpretations 
of  the world (Keeton, 1983). With this pedagogy, community engagement and academic 
excellence are “not competitive demands to be balanced through discipline and personal 
sacrifice [by students], but rather […] interdependent dimensions of  good intellectual work” 
(Wagner, 1986: 17).  The pedagogical challenge is “devising ways to connect study and service 
so that the disciplines illuminate and inform experience and experience lends meaning and 
energy to the disciplines” (Eskow, 1979: 21). 

Taking its cue from the White Paper’s call for feasibility studies and pilot programmes to 
explore the potential of  community engagement in higher education, JET has, over the past 
four years, supported the development, monitoring, evaluation and research of  182 credit-
bearing courses that incorporate the principles and practice of  service-learning (see table 1, 
below). Collectively, these courses included 39 different academic disciplines and almost 7 
000 students ranging from first year to Master’s level (see table 2, below). The purpose of  
this research was to generate data that would inform higher education policy and practice 
at the national, institutional and programmatic levels. The recommendations presented in 
this Guide were generated through the above research process. Emerging from both JET’s 
research on service-learning and the international literature, the following key principles and 
practices have been identified as critical to the success of  community engagement through 
service-learning.

Factors considered critical at an institutional level are:
• Mission statement: Are community engagement and service-learning as an integral part of  

teaching and research included in the institution’s mission statement?
• Institutional policies: Does the institution have a policy regarding its commitment 

to community engagement? Do its staff  promotion and reward policies encourage 
community engagement?

• Institutional strategies: Does the institution have an explicit strategy to operationalise its 
mission statement and community engagement policies?

• Partnerships: Does the institution have established and collaborative working relationships 
with local and regional authorities, non-governmental and governmental service agencies 
and civic organisations? These partnerships provide the potential for an overarching 
framework and strategy for community engagement and service-learning.

• Notion of  scholarship: Does the institution recognise community engagement as a scholarly 
activity contributing towards teaching, research and the production of  knowledge?

• Allocation of  resources: Does the institution allocate resources such as physical space, 
human resources and operating costs to the implementation of  its community 
engagement strategy?
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• Enabling mechanisms: Has the institution established mechanisms to facilitate the 
implementation of  its community engagement strategy and to assist academic staff  
to include the principles and practice of  service-learning in academic programmes? 
Generally these enabling mechanisms may include an office with personnel dedicated 
to the implementation of  the institution’s community engagement strategy and the 
support of  academic staff. 

In JET’s experience of  working with ten HEIs over the past few years the above criteria are 
critical to creating an institutional climate and context conducive to the implementation of  
community engagement as an integral part of  teaching and learning. At a course (or module) 
level critical factors determining the success of  service-learning include the following:

• Reciprocity: Is there reciprocity between those served and those who learn, that is, 
between communities and their needs for assistance, on the one hand, and HEIs and 
their desires to augment student learning and research on the other? Service-learning 
programmes should include and address both service and learning outcomes – that 
is, outcomes to be achieved with regard to the community and with regard to the 
students.

• Collaboration: Is the course designed, implemented and assessed collaboratively with the 
participating community and service agencies? Collaboration and the development of  
partnerships are critical to the success and sustainability of  service-learning.

• Needs assessment: Is the course informed by an assessment of  community needs? It is 
important that the service objectives of  the course are aligned with the needs expressed 
by the participating community. A community needs assessment is often built into 
the course design as one of  the first student tasks. The community needs assessment 
introduces students to some basic research principles and provides the students with 
an opportunity to build relationships in the community before the implementation of  
an intervention/ service.

Table 1: 
Courses participating in JET’s research

DISCIPLINE NUMBER OF 
COURSES

Agriculture 14

Architecture 6

Economic Sciences 11

Education 26

Engineering 7

Health Sciences 36

Human Sciences 62

Law 7

Natural Sciences 12

TOTAL 181

Table 2: 
Number and level of students 
participating in JET’s research

STUDENT LEVEL NUMBER OF 
STUDENTS

1st year  1 577

2nd year  1 093

3rd year  1 599

4th year  2 238

Master’s     423 

TOTAL 6 930
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• Alignment of  service and learning goals: In order for effective service and learning to be 
achieved, alignment between service and learning goals is critical. Service can only 
inform learning and likewise learning can only inform service to the extent that these 
are aligned.

• Student placements: Is the student placement suited to the desired service and learning 
outcomes? Is there adequate and appropriate supervision for students at the site? Have 
those responsible for student supervision been adequately prepared, recognised and 
rewarded?

• Student orientation: Have students been adequately prepared for their community 
placement? Do they know what is expected when they arrive at their community 
placement?

• Role clarification: Are the roles and responsibilities of  all participants (i.e. academic staff, 
students, community, and service agencies) explicit and clear to themselves and to 
others? Students should be adequately prepared for their community placement and 
the service they intend to provide.

• Reflection: Has adequate time been set aside for structured critical reflection on the 
service experience and its illumination of  the theory presented in the course? Structured 
reflection is a central and essential part of  any course that includes service-learning. It 
is through critical reflection that service informs theory and theory informs service.

• Logistics: Have proper and effective arrangements been made with regard to the logistics 
of  the course, including student timetables, transport etc.? Community placements 
often require extensive logistical arrangements.

The above criteria include some of  the most important factors contributing to the successful 
implementation of  community engagement through service-learning in South African higher 
education. These factors are unpacked further in the recommendations for good practice of  
service-learning presented in this Guide.
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GOOD PRACTICE GUIDELINES: RECOMMENDED 
INDICATORS AND ARRANGEMENTS FOR MANAGING THE 

QUALITY OF SERVICE-LEARNING

The following recommended indicators can serve as guidelines for good practice relevant to 
the different levels within the institution on which service-learning functions: 

• The institutional level;
• The faculty/ school level;
• The programme/ qualification level; and
• The module/ course level.

In subsequent sections of  the Guide, evaluation instruments for the various levels provide 
appropriate reflective questions and examples of  evidence that can be adapted by institutions 
for self-review purposes.

It should be pointed out at this stage that the application of  the framework does not imply 
that each component needs to be discussed in full at each level. So, for example, an institution 
could have a service-learning funding policy that cuts across all levels of  service-learning. 
 
INSTITUTIONAL LEVEL GUIDELINES

Institutional Input

Indicator 1:

The institution’s mission, purpose and goals with regard to service-learning are indicative of  
its responsiveness to the local, national and international context.

1.1 Service-learning (and, if  relevant, community engagement more generally) that is fully 
integrated with teaching, learning and research is part of  the institution’s mission, 
purpose and strategic goals.

1.2 The institutional commitment to service-learning, as expressed in its mission, purpose 
and strategic goals, is responsive to and aligned with local, national and international 
priorities.

1.3 The strategic priorities and transformation goals of  the institution provide adequately 
for the development and implementation of  service-learning.

1.4 The institution’s philosophy and values include the notion of  service-learning as a 
scholarly activity (e.g. in terms of  a scholarship of  engagement), and service-learning is 
afforded due recognition.
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Indicator 2:

The institution’s commitment to service-learning is reflected in policies, procedures and 
strategic planning.

2.1 The institution has an inclusive policy giving effect to its commitment to service-
learning.

2.2 There is synergy between and integration of  the various institutional policies with 
regard to service-learning.

2.3 The institution’s commitment to service-learning is reflected in its strategic planning, with 
clearly defined procedures, time frames, responsibilities, reporting and communication 
arrangements.

2.4 Effective mechanisms for managing the quality of  service-learning are implemented.
 
Indicator 3:

The institution’s leadership, management structures and organisational apparatus reflect its 
commitment to service-learning.

3.1 The institution has purposeful leadership and/or line management and dedicated 
structures to create an enabling environment for community engagement in general, 
and service-learning in particular.

3.2 There exist adequate management structures to facilitate the development of  co-
operative partnerships with external stakeholders in order to develop quality service-
learning modules.

3.3 There are institution-wide structures that take responsibility for the planning, 
implementation and review of  service-learning.

Indicator 4:

There is adequate resource allocation for delivering quality service-learning as part of  the 
institution’s core functions.
4.1 The institution has a clear policy and procedures to ensure that funding (financial 

resources) for service-learning is adequate and allocated appropriately.
4.2 The recruitment, appointment and performance management of  staff  are aligned 

with the institution’s need for special expertise in the development, coordination and 
promotion of  service-learning.

4.3 Provision for infrastructure and information resources is indicative of  the institution’s 
commitment to service-learning.
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Indicator 5:

Engagement, collaboration and partnerships are cornerstones of  the institution’s service-
learning objectives.

5.1 The institution has effective structures and processes for the identification and 
formulation of  regional engagement and collaboration.

5.2 The institution has clear guidelines on partnership agreements with communities and 
the service sector, which accommodate service-learning initiatives.

5.3 The institution collaborates and networks at regional, national and international levels 
with other HEIs engaged in service-learning.

 
Institutional Process

Indicator 6:

Service-learning is managed, facilitated and coordinated effectively at institutional level.

6.1 There is reciprocity, continuous communication and effective coordination among 
internal and external service-learning stakeholders.

6.2 Service-learning is accommodated in the institution’s management information system 
for effective integration as a core function. 

6.3 Management of  resource utilisation for service-learning is dealt with by the appropriate 
institution-wide structures.

Indicator 7:

There is adequate institutional support for the development and implementation of  service-
learning.

7.1 There is adequate service-learning capacity building and development for staff.
7.2 The institution has clear guidelines for student development to ensure that students are 

adequately motivated and prepared to enter programmes that include service-learning 
courses.

7.3 The institution has specific opportunities or programmes for capacity building with 
regard to service-learning for partners and other external participants or stakeholders.

7.4 There is institutional recognition for excellence and innovation with regard to service-
learning, for staff, students and external partners/ participants.

Indicator 8:
The institution supports service-learning as a means to promote contextualised, relevant 
teaching and learning.

8.1 The institution provides adequate, ongoing support to promote good practice in 
teaching and learning through the pedagogy of  service-learning.

23



8.2 Service-learning is supported as a vehicle for academic transformation in the direction 
of  more contextualised curricula and learning materials, orientated towards South 
Africa and Africa.

8.3 The institution ensures the assessment of  students’ service-learning is appropriate, 
contextualised and includes input from external partners.

 
Indicator 9:

There is institutional support for research on and through service-learning.

9.1 Staff  members and postgraduate students are encouraged and supported to conduct 
research on and through service-learning.

9.2 The institution encourages the sharing and dissemination of  the findings of  service-
learning research to academic colleagues and external partners (communities and the 
service sector).

9.3 The institution actively supports and creates opportunities for participatory, 
interdisciplinary, inter-institutional and international research collaboration, specifically 
within the context of  service-learning.

Institutional Output and Impact

Indicator 10:

Monitoring and evaluation of  service-learning are conducted to gauge its output and 
impact.

10.1 Quality arrangements for community engagement in general, and service-learning in 
particular, are formalised and integrated with those of  teaching and learning.

10.2 The impact of  service-learning on student recruitment, retention and throughput is 
monitored and evaluated annually. 

10.3 The institution has clear and consistent procedures to evaluate the contribution of  
service-learning as a competitive advantage in responding to local, regional and national 
priorities.

Institutional Review

Indicator 11:

Review of  service-learning takes place for continuous improvement and innovation.

11.1 The institution implements a formalised cycle of  review and benchmarking of  its status 
with regard to the delivery of  quality service-learning.

11.2 The service-learning policy that exists is regularly reviewed and refined in a process that 
includes all relevant stakeholders.

11.3 The institution supports the dissemination of  outcomes of  its service-learning initiatives 
to external partners in order to promote reciprocity, accountability and transparency.
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FACULTY/ SCHOOL LEVEL GUIDELINES

Faculty/ School Input

Indicator 1:

Vision, mission, goals and objectives are responsive to context.

1.1 The faculty’s commitment to service-learning is expressed in its vision and mission.
1.2 The faculty’s service-learning policy, strategic plan(s) and procedures are responsive to 

the institutional strategic priorities and transformation goals.

Indicator 2:

Strategic plan(s), procedures and criteria reflect commitment to service-learning.

2.1 Service-learning is an integral part of  the faculty’s statement on teaching and learning, 
and research. 

2.2 A strategic plan, with realistic targets, time frames and responsibilities, is in place for 
service-learning.

2.3 There is synergy between service-learning and the various teaching, learning, research, 
assessment and quality assurance strategic plans, procedures and activities of  the 
faculty. 

Indicator 3:

Organisational and management structures provide for service-learning.

3.1 Curriculum design and regulations clearly provide for service-learning. 
3.2 There are clear instructions and criteria for the approval and implementation of  new 

service-learning initiatives.
3.3 The faculty has a committee/ system/ structure in place for managing service-

learning. 

Indicator 4:

Resources: funding, staff  and infrastructure.

4.1 The responsibilities of  the faculty for the planning and allocation of  resources for 
service-learning are clearly stipulated and acted on.

4.2 Resource allocation for service-learning is adequate.
4.3 Resource implications of  running a new module are considered prior to its approval.
4.4 The recruitment, appointment and performance management of  staff  are aligned with 

the faculty’s need for special service-learning expertise.
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Indicator 5:

Regional collaboration and partnerships: communities, the service sector, and other HEIs.

5.1 The faculty or appropriate structure has partnership arrangements in place with service 
providers and communities to support service-learning.

5.2 Partnership arrangements and collaboration are aligned with the faculty’s broad 
community engagement initiative/ plan.

5.3 Module planning and approval take into account the needs and requirements of  
communities and service providers.

Faculty/ School Process

Indicator 6:

Service-learning is managed, facilitated and coordinated.

6.1 There are structures (e.g. a committee) to oversee the planning and management of  
service-learning.

6.2 Service-learning activities are coordinated for maximum effectiveness and to encourage 
inter-disciplinary collaboration.

Indicator 7:

There is support (for staff, students and partners) for development, delivery and 
implementation.

7.1 Staff  are supported in the day-to-day administration and implementation of  service-
learning activities (e.g. by a fulltime official).

7.2 There are structures (expertise/ office/ staff) to assist with the design and development 
of  service-learning study materials.

7.3 Students are adequately motivated and prepared to enter service-learning activities.
7.4 Transport to and from the communities/ service providers is available to students.

Indicator 8:

There is support for relevant teaching, learning and assessment.

8.1 Appropriate training is available to staff  responsible for facilitating and teaching service-
learning modules.

8.2 There are regular discussion forums/ sessions for staff  involved in service-learning.
8.3 Existing assessment policies (instruments, criteria and methods) include requirements 

specific to service-learning.
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Indicator 9:

There is support for service-learning research.

9.1 The faculty actively works to ensure that service-learning research is adequately 
funded.

9.2 The faculty rewards accredited research outputs on and through service-learning.
9.3 The faculty encourages the dissemination of  service-learning research findings (including 

conference papers, and both popular and scholarly articles) to academic colleagues and 
external partners.

Faculty/ School Output and Impact

Indicator 10:

Monitoring and evaluation of  service-learning are conducted to gauge its output and 
impact.

10.1 The implementation of  service-learning modules is monitored and evaluated on a 
regular basis.

10.2 The impact on participating constituencies and the outcomes of  service-learning 
modules are monitored.

10.3 All students are engaged in at least one service-learning module during their academic 
training.

Faculty/ School Review

Indicator 11:

Review of  service-learning takes place for continuous improvement and innovation.

11.1 The service-learning strategic plan(s) and procedures are regularly reviewed and 
refined.

11.2 Funds are available for the development of  new and improved service-learning 
initiatives.

11.3 Instruments/ methods/ management information systems are available to monitor, 
evaluate and review the faculty’s service-learning activities.
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PROGRAMME/ QUALIFICATION LEVEL GUIDELINES

Programme Input

Indicator 1:

The programme is aligned with the aspects of  the faculty’s mission and purpose relating to 
service-learning.

1.1 The programme has a definite service-learning component in the form of  a separate 
module(s) or integrated service-learning units of  existing modules.

1.2 There is clear alignment of  the programme’s service-learning component with the 
faculty’s statements on service-learning (e.g. in the mission statement/ teaching and/or 
learning policy or procedure/ community engagement policy etc.).

Indicator 2:

The programme composition reflects the commitment of  the faculty and relevant departments 
to service-learning.

2.1 The programme’s service-learning component was planned at the same time as the 
programme as a whole or, in cases where the service-learning component was added 
later, integration with the rest of  the modules was successful.

Indicator 3:

The programme’s organisational and management structure reflects its commitment to 
service-learning.

3.1 The programme management team includes an expert on service-learning, on a 
consultative/ co-option basis at the very least.

3.2 At least one other programme management team member keeps abreast of  the latest 
developments in service-learning/ community engagement. 

Indicator 4:

The programme’s resource allocation reflects its commitment to service-learning.

4.1 Allocation of  staff  hours to the service-learning component of  the programme is 
adequate and realistic.

4.2 Staff  who are assigned to the service-learning component of  the programme are 
capacitated to execute their tasks efficiently.

4.3 Funds allocated to the service-learning component are adequate to implement it 
effectively.
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Programme Process

Indicator 5:

Teaching and learning in the service-learning components of  the programme are indicative 
of  innovation and appropriate educational design principles.

5.1 High-quality learning material that is relevant to the African context is developed for 
the service-learning component of  the programme.

5.2 Lecturers are empowered on a continuous basis to facilitate service-learning appropriately 
and effectively.

Indicator 6:

Research related to service-learning is actively promoted and facilitated in the programme.

6.1 Research is viewed by staff  as an integral part of  effective teaching in service-learning.
6.2 Evidence exists of  research projects focused on service-learning within the 

programme.

Indicator 7:

Student participation in the service-learning component of  the programme is assessed in an 
appropriate, fair and authentic way.

7.1 The service-learning component of  the programme includes varied and authentic 
continuous assessment structures.

7.2 Stakeholders other than the lecturers are involved in the assessment of  students and 
such stakeholders are trained in fair assessment practices.

7.3 Assessment opportunities are aligned with the outcomes of  the service-learning 
component.

7.4 Students receive feedback within a reasonable time after assessment.

Indicator 8:

Service-learning is managed, facilitated and coordinated effectively within the programme as 
a whole.

8.1 There exist good communication and coordination among all stakeholders involved in 
the service-learning component.

8.2 Students are informed regarding all arrangements pertaining to service-learning.
8.3 There is support for students in order to improve the success rate.
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Indicator 9:

The infrastructure and library resources of  the institution/ faculty/ programme are indicative 
of  the importance placed on service-learning.

9.1 There are enough books/ journals/ documents related to service-learning and 
community engagement in the library.

9.2 Transport to and from the community/ service provider is readily available to 
students.

Programme Output and Impact

Indicator 10:

Student retention, throughput rates and programme impact receive adequate attention in the 
programme.

10.1 Student retention and throughput numbers are monitored on an annual basis.
10.2 Impact studies are conducted to determine the service-learning component’s impact on 

students, on the service providers and on the community involved.

Programme Review

Indicator 11:

The service-learning components of  the programme are reviewed in an appropriate 
manner.

11.1 A formalised cycle to review the service-learning aspects of  the programme has been 
developed and implemented.

MODULE/ COURSE LEVEL GUIDELINES 

Module Input

Indicator 1:

Partnerships are designed to be collaborative.

1.1 Care it taken to identify and select appropriate partners that fit the outcomes for student 
learning, while also meeting the outcomes, resources and needs of  the partners.

1.2 Partners are recognised and validated, through clarification of  roles, expectations and 
benefits.

30



A Good Practice Guide and Self-evaluation Instruments for Managing the Quality of Service-Learning

Indicator 2:

Service-learning is integrated in the curriculum.

2.1 The service-learning module conforms to institutional curriculum requirements and 
legislation.

2.2 Service-learning is conceptualised as pedagogy.
2.3 A curriculum model was adopted for designing the service-learning module.

Indicator 3:

Planning takes place for implementation of  the designed module.

3.1 Transportation arrangements for service-learning activities are planned.
3.2 Scheduling of  contact sessions and placements is coordinated.
3.3 Students’ attendance and involvement are monitored.
3.4 Possible risks and liability issues immanent in the module are considered.
3.5 Documentation and record-keeping are planned.
3.6 Available resources (physical space, human resources and operating costs) are identified 

and planned.

Module Process

Indicator 4:

Student orientation and training are conducted.
4.1 Students are introduced to the concept of  service-learning.
4.2 Students are orientated to general logistical considerations and risks.
4.3 Students are introduced to the broader issues relating to the module.
4.4 Students are orientated to their responsibilities and what is expected of  them.

Indicator 5:

Sustainable service-learning partnerships are maintained.

5.1 Communication mechanisms in the partnership are maintained.
5.2 Representatives of  partners acquire skills and are provided with support to fulfil their 

commitment to the partnership outcomes. 

Indicator 6:

Formative assessment of  student learning is conducted.

6.1 Students are engaged in reflection. 
6.2 Student learning is assessed formatively. 
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Indicator 7:

The process is managed.

7.1 All plans related to the module (see Indicator 3, above, on planning) are coordinated. 

Module Output and Impact

Indicator 8:

The impact is monitored and evaluated.

8.1 The impact on students, academic staff, department, profession, community, and 
service provider is assessed.

8.2 Partners’ outcomes are assessed.

Indicator 9:

Summative assessment of  student learning is conducted.

9.1 Student learning is assessed summatively.
9.2 Quality assurance is assessed.

Indicator 10:

The completion of  the service-learning module is demonstrated and celebrated.

10.1 Appreciation is expressed for all stakeholders, and recognition is given.
10.2 Valuable information is exchanged.
10.3 Service-learning achievements are demonstrated and celebrated.

Module Review

Indicator 11:

Evaluation and review for improvement takes place.

11.1 Formative module evaluation takes place.
11.2 Summative module evaluation takes place.
11.3 The service-learning module is revised where necessary.

Indicator 12:

The partnership is expanded or terminated.

12.1 The future of  the partnership is determined.
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SELF-EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS FOR MANAGING THE 
QUALITY OF SERVICE-LEARNING

INSTITUTIONAL LEVEL SELF-EVALUATION OF SERVICE-LEARNING

Name of the institution: 

The first column of  the self-evaluation instrument comprises recommended indicators for 
evaluating the management of  the quality of  service-learning. Each of  the main indicators is 
broken down into a number of  sub-indicators that suggest what arrangements need to be in 
place for managing quality.

In the second column reflective questions are asked in order to elicit more informed qualita-
tive responses to the statements about the arrangements that should be in place for managing 
quality.

The third column provides examples of  evidence to be furnished in addition to the qualita-
tive information. Such documentation can be submitted either in electronic format or in hard 
copy, in the form of  a portfolio of  addenda.

The fourth column is to be completed electronically, in a qualitative manner, by presenting a 
suitably analytical response to the recommended indicators. It is suggested that, apart from 
the direct response to the statement and reflective questions, the following qualitative aspects 
may also be discussed: strong points, weak points, opportunities for innovation, threats, 
recommendations and possible actions that can be taken. (Consistent use of  these con-
cepts throughout the report would allow for electronic qualitative data analysis that could be 
utilised for information management purposes.)

Management information for institutional level purposes may be collated from service-learn-
ing details submitted at the faculty/ school level.

Please note that this evaluation form is a comprehensive, developmental instrument, de-
signed to cover all aspects of  service-learning at the various HEIs in South Africa. Should a 
specific indicator or arrangement not apply to your institution, simply mark it as N/A (not 
applicable).
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Staff  member(s) responsible for completing the self-evaluation form:

(1)
Name:
Title:
Position:
Telephone:
E-mail:

(2)
Name:
Title:
Position:
Telephone:
E-mail:

Were the staff involved with service-learning at the institutional level (and external partners 
where relevant) consulted sufficiently in the self-evaluation process? 

Please motivate your response.
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FACULTY/ SCHOOL LEVEL SELF-EVALUATION OF SERVICE-LEARNING 

Name of the faculty / school:

The first column of  the self-evaluation instrument comprises recommended indicators for 
evaluating the management of  the quality of  service-learning. Each of  the main indicators is 
broken down into a number of  sub-indicators that suggest what arrangements need to be in 
place for managing quality.

In the second column reflective questions are asked in order to elicit more informed qualitative 
responses to the statements about the arrangements that should be in place for managing 
quality.

The third column provides examples of  evidence to be furnished in addition to the qualitative 
information. Such documentation can either be submitted in electronic format or in hard 
copy, in the form of  a portfolio of  addenda.

The fourth column is to be completed electronically, in a qualitative manner, by presenting 
a suitably analytical response to the recommended indicators. It is suggested that, apart 
from the direct response to the statement and reflective questions, the following qualitative 
aspects may also be discussed: strong points, weak points, opportunities for innovation, 
threats, recommendations and possible actions that can be taken. (Consistent use of  
these concepts throughout the report would allow for electronic qualitative data analysis that 
could be utilised for information management purposes.)

Management information for faculty/ school level purposes may be collated from service-
learning details submitted at the programme/ qualification level.

Please note that this evaluation form is a comprehensive, developmental instrument, 
designed to cover all aspects of  service-learning at the various HEIs in South Africa. Should 
a specific indicator or arrangement not apply to your institution, simply mark it as N/A (not 
applicable).
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Staff  member(s) responsible for completing the self-evaluation form:

(1)
Name:
Title:
Position:
Telephone:
E-mail:

(2)
Name:
Title:
Position:
Telephone:
E-mail:

Were staff involved with service-learning at the institutional level (and external partners 
where relevant) consulted sufficiently in the self-evaluation process? 

Please motivate your response.
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PROGRAMME/ QUALIFICATION LEVEL SELF-EVALUATION OF 
SERVICE-LEARNING

Title of the programme/ qualification:

The first column of  the self-evaluation instrument comprises recommended indicators for 
evaluating the management of  the quality of  service-learning. Each of  the main indicators is 
broken down into a number of  sub-indicators that suggest what arrangements need to be in 
place for managing quality.

In the second column reflective questions are asked in order to elicit more informed qualita-
tive responses to the statements about the arrangements that should be in place for managing 
quality.

The third column provides examples of  evidence to be furnished in addition to the qualita-
tive information. Such documentation can either be submitted in electronic format or in hard 
copy, in the form of  a portfolio of  addenda.

The fourth column is to be completed electronically, in a qualitative manner, by presenting a 
suitably analytical response to the recommended indicators. It is suggested that, apart from 
the direct response to the statement and reflective questions, the following qualitative aspects 
may also be discussed: strong points, weak points, opportunities for innovation, threats, 
recommendations and possible actions that can be taken. (Consistent use of  these con-
cepts throughout the report would allow for electronic qualitative data analysis that could be 
utilised for information management purposes.)

Management information for programme/ qualification level purposes may be collated from 
service-learning details submitted at the module/ course level.

Please note that this evaluation form is a comprehensive, developmental instrument, de-
signed to cover all aspects of  service-learning at the various HEIs in South Africa. Should a 
specific indicator or arrangement not apply to your institution, simply mark it as N/A (not 
applicable).
 

57



Staff  member(s) responsible for completing the self-evaluation form:

(1)
Name:
Title:
Position:
Telephone:
E-mail:

(2)
Name:
Title:
Position:
Telephone:
E-mail:

Were staff involved with service-learning at the programme/ qualification level (and exter-
nal partners where relevant) consulted sufficiently in the self-evaluation process? 

Please motivate your response.
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MODULE/ COURSE LEVEL SELF-EVALUATION OF SERVICE-LEARNING
 
Please complete the section requiring management information regarding the service-
learning module/ course before you commence with the self-evaluation process.

The first column of  the self-evaluation instrument comprises recommended indicators for 
evaluating the management of  the quality of  service-learning. Each of  the main indicators is 
broken down into a number of  sub-indicators that suggest what arrangements need to be in 
place for managing quality.

In the second column reflective questions are asked in order to elicit more informed qualita-
tive responses to the statements about the arrangements that should be in place for managing 
quality.

The third column provides examples of  evidence to be furnished in addition to the qualita-
tive information. Such documentation can either be submitted in electronic format or in hard 
copy, in the form of  a portfolio of  addenda.

The fourth column is to be completed electronically, in a qualitative manner, by presenting a 
suitably analytical response to the recommended indicators. It is suggested that, apart from 
the direct response to the statement and reflective questions, the following qualitative aspects 
may also be discussed: strong points, weak points, opportunities for innovation, threats, 
recommendations and possible actions that can be taken. (Consistent use of  these con-
cepts throughout the report would allow for electronic qualitative data analysis that could be 
utilised for information management purposes.)

Please note that this evaluation form is a comprehensive, developmental instrument, de-
signed to cover all aspects of  service-learning at the various HEIs in South Africa. Should a 
specific indicator or arrangement not apply to your institution, simply mark it as N/A (not 
applicable).
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Staff  member(s) responsible for completing the self-evaluation form:

(1)
Name:
Title:
Position:
Telephone:
E-mail:

(2)
Name:
Title:
Position:
Telephone:
E-mail:

Were staff involved with service-learning at the module/ course level (and external partners 
where relevant) consulted sufficiently in the self-evaluation process? 

Please motivate your response.
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SERVICE-LEARNING MANAGEMENT INFORMATION:
MODULE / COURSE LEVEL

TO BE COMPLETED BY THE MODULE CONVENOR/ COURSE COORDINATOR.

1. Module/ course details

Title of  the module/ course:
Module/ course code:
NQF level:
Short description of  the module:
Number of  credits:
Department(s)/ discipline(s):
Host programme/ qualification:

Module/ course outcomes (summary):

• For the students:
• For the community:
• For the service sector:

Offered during the first semester/ second semester/ year course:
Estimated number of  (active) hours that students spent in the community:
Number of  student visits to the community:
When was the module offered for the first time?

2. Student profile (YEAR)

Number of  students enrolled for the service-learning module/ course:
Number of  students that dropped out of  the service-learning module/ course:
Number of  students that successfully completed the service-learning module/ course:
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3. Particulars of the module convenor

Staff  number:
Name:
Title:
Position: Junior Lecturer/ Senior Lecturer/ Ass. Professor/ Professor/
Programme Director/ Head of  Department/ Other:
Tel.:
Fax:
E-mail:
Discipline:
School:
Faculty:

4. Particulars of the partners

4.1 Community partner(s):

4.2 Service sector partner(s):

5. Financial implications of the module/course:

Community

Contact person

Telephone

Fax

E-mail

Service agency

Contact person

Telephone

Fax

E-mail

ITEM DESCRIPTION COSTING

Additional staff required

Transport costs

Accommodation

Other (please specify)

Total
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